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REPLY BRIEF 



Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. §41.4! , Applicant respond* to the Examiner's Answer as follow 
Non-stauuors su bject matter 

Appellant has not argued that "user interface" is a statutory class. Rather, Appellants 
argued that; "the claims are not drawn to an interface per se as a statutory class but rather are 
drawn to an article of manufacture, namely an interface displayed on a monitor." 

The examiner also argues that: "Applicant's claimed 'user interlace,' is not operated, as 
argued, but is -simply a display on a screen, with no functionality to be operated, and is seen to 
noimmctional descriptive- material, not an article of manufacture." 

Appellant disagrees and contends that in view of recent court decisions .such as AT&T 1 
Excel at 1453 while acknowledging that: "A mathematical formula alone, sometimes referred 
as a mathematical algorithm, viewed in the abstract, is considered unpatentable subject matter 
testations omitted)" The court also recognized that: 

Since the process of manipulation of numbers is a fundamental pan 
of computer technology, we have had to reexamine the rules that 
govern the patentability of such technology The .sea-changes m 
both law and technology stand as a testament to the. ability of law 
to ad m: 'o ncv\ and suuovjtue concepts, while remaining true to 

\pplk\tu: m>:sV;kL that the ih(<nd 'ias ahead\ .iddu-ssed .m auaifgous situation m i/< n 
/-"i". 32 f \i 1 V-\ <"* 5 SPQ2d JOM (bed. Cu 19^4) w which . data s^ncn^ or. a cor.mnt 
m-Jium v. as csp-e ->s|y found <v recite patentable -ubjev t matk-i b\ tin. Board and acknou, k\U"c 
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by the Federal Circuit in rendering its holding that a printed matter rejection did not apply to data 
structures, as claimed in Luwry. So to here. Appellant's claim I, which, calls for: "A user 
interface for a fare rule summary tool, the user interface displayed on a monitor ... /' recites 
patentable subject maucr since the interface is displayed un the rnoniior. 

The Examiner'^ finding thai "claimed 'user interface.' is not operated, as argued, but is 
simply a display on a screen, with no functionality to be operated, and is seen to be 
nonfunctional descriptive material, not an article ol manufacture/' is not supported by the 
guidance expressed by the Federal Circuit in//? re Wannerdum. 33 P. 3d 1354, 31 U,S,P,Q.2d 
1754 fFed. Cir. 1994. hi Warmerdom, the court found claims 1-4 and 6 were directed to a 
process that simply manipulated "abstract ideas" or "natural phenomena. In contrast, claim 5 
was found statutory Claims I and 5 are reproduced below: 

s v. ^ \ _u ^. <v i. ' i *»it i'Oi ) v. s n, f ' t j v t ^ i j\ i! si, 
physical object in a position and/or motion control machine as a hierarchy of 
bubbles, comprising the steps of: 
first locating the medial axis of the object and 
then creating a hierarchy of bubbies on the medial axis. 

r A siuchiru fusifip ,s nvmoiv which >.onf.n^ -lit,. -cno-i-.' i hnbH ' 
hierarchy ^aerated b-v the method -oi any of Claims I through 4. 

In Waniterdam, the court held that claims 1-4 and 6 were directed to non-statutory 
subject matter, whereas claim 5 was clearly directed to statutory .subject matter, even though it 
depended un claims 1 -4. because it was directed to a machine, Warmerdam. 3 "3 F3d at 1 360. 

Thus, in Wannerdam, die Fed. Cir. found non- statutory subject matter dnected to abstract 
ideas, statutory subject matter when tied to a machine. Here to. the display of claim I ties die 
interface to a machine, and therefore makes the combination of a display and interface statutory 
subject matter. 

Prior Art Refections 

Claim 1 

i ivr'iv mvon r.t- \p.viLn s , :t m 1 n ^ „ 'va\>u!i » -0 lar.es 
\p<vi < 'i:ei\ \p k L- * potr.Ci. <. at dwt ^hth I ar lei ^ <s be . u. ^ t ' 5 > Jv ^ th \. 
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mailer that Tanner sought to claim", U is not enabling tor the subject mailer claimed by 
Appebam Phce >. no c< ■mutdk-:ton m tins ar.-'imuit. 1 in; e sammc .epite- -l-.ti 



The examiner finds the features of the claimed "a faro t-valuaiioft muit tabic'* 
hi Tanmsr, "... figure's 4A and 4B are attached at !im> A. 44. shows a fare results 
evaluation table >*ilh alternate itincrarta, (,slj«-s..? for flights from DFW U> FRA *m<l 
wish cohJitms for farts (labeled Adult, Apprtjx. Tax and Total? and a column labeled 
RULES which is seen t ( i Jit 1 a summary and n»vs with Ism. further, 4B discloses 
fans ($6181 ami more opiidHy discloses fare role summaries, which an? tin- Fare 
has* c*sd<* "QBNRHX QBNRHX." 

Appikani's language "» first >ms of rows and coiunms" ami "a second one <»f 
rows iimi columns" is seen to be "at least oik of a row or column" and as lignre. 4K 
displays both the fare <$618) seen Jo In- it fin.1 e.<4tt«m and the fare rale summary 
1 QBNRHX QBNRHX.! see« U, be a second column. Timer is seen tv disclose the 
claimed table. 



Appellant lias positioned Figs. 4A and 4B side by side as instructed by Tanner. 




Appellant contends that Tanner still does not disclose "a fare evaluation resuU table th i 
displays tare rule summaries for fart-; in .slices of an itinerary, the fare, evaluation rc»> t ,.,>L 
having a first one of rows and columns representing lares and. a second one of row- , hi ^<-n «u - 
representing die fare rule sammaries." 

The- examiner contends that Tanner displays slices tor flights from DFW u> FRA. 
Appellant disagrees. Tanner displays different travel options for travel between DFW and FRA. 
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rc\ ,i ^n I >. av ..v"i,is ! \ j ianroi u.rja\, k vs 1 ju <\ ,^lu ins .o. } at - 
la'- o* vibl \\\o> , ] u! loul) \[veiUu <tls v < isaj'io^ tPirs.-opia" 
aio >i\cs 0 o \ c . kTOi.ii; vjIm aviiKu ^ 4 ho i jsol <> u or Owo^MVi !io n l u - 
\^>V!li_ Ik p; .a f Uo A <>, k Lto, o! tho no > tuu ,\ iu u- ! ^ , <aiv ( ao liouow. 

1v L On at A\ : V l\N0h 0-> i J\0vl Hi I l£ >\ O! \ is -B 

ILo o\ . . vi aiNu s in,. I^ratct JispiasN 1 i ^ol 'n i ia-v lA n v i a, v i ^ 

-o t) •< K . v s i -\ _ul io^ - ual iaiv> Uuinor jB Is-vk ,on ! , cn ^M^ 1 as\ > s u onP-k \ 
tVv o - <.ko i o . jrtinuitvs \^\.< b ase Jv ] a.o Iu^n „oiL- \H>NRH\ OB'<K l \ 

V* , t t L . u> 1 a mo . wint t hts TMt s k .<ur <ih . OBNRI C\ ^liNR-A aso t„c 
n n u oi hi.v 1 \ nt, iaf i (.oi ^"itk t' at Ikh j.c rn\wr> ^oiL-n . n v< \ I aaur 

a, ^ I ^ppoli. j; n : v > a» vj> Mt'cd >>ai <v 
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has t !vk; o soao - 
a a >>! ^ A^ t \. 



. t iat >ci >'«ks ui o.salas SiiON ^,x^r <n \p,x\.. u - ; K1 " uv ato 

' : 0 \U0 ^,1 K \ \\ 0 .\tll.V IPInJi ii ,L10},/CN t ^ , I T v \n ,11m. a^wn A i 
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FK1 3, the fare rule .summaries arc a s,e! of columns {bar. have entries for different applications of 
•he i'ure rules to the fares. The examiner has not shown that either Tanner or the art in genera! 
view * 'price" as a "fares/" Rather "fares 1 " have a unique meaning, as cii.sclo.sed In Appellant's 
specification/ 

Accordingly, Tanner does not teach the features of claim i. 

s v\uV: V °? . . nil oiv'i trs / ifiu >u i'jl i sarmnci Ui:u^ to ^ * „jom emsc 
v\1ik \ >• iriLh <> ' ^\ae I \ hut \aN \> \huw ■< w- ududi ^ Lues aaZ vO ai tns r U iiuc 



(T.cso i.!a>ut- de.u vah ' < ,>;nhmabihu K^tricii^ns"" :\ol 'Y'mamuh-htx [ ak>' as scaled b\ 
;hc Csaum-ei, I is. esaunres a^ue-. fui cl«.im*± that ' aaiihujabilit} rale- «io espse-sea 1 a- IciYis 
oi she aipUbo' a sd m.a ! a:au.r ^laca uneiu.es a late basis "QBNRUX OBNkHX does not 
;ea_h dj.n Uk-so io'tots oi tin. JpLavi aiv ujuibiiubiltt\ »nkV* TLi F \anju.a- ... Kphas^ thai 
Famei do---- icaeb OBNKl L\ OBXRHX' as 'Yombmabiiuy n;k-, \ b> ami- V\ hnesa-e as A 
tcacleuf ;C;Cicn>.e a* \\ iuit Sin: .Jplubeuc ovk's "' 

AppoUan- Civ;on<!s mat ihv. she examaaa use-. aaBNRHX OBXRHX' as 
".x>;nb.na!>i;a> i .•{•^U■.■^s , ' \nUcu pK-\iou;l> ai dams 1 thocsau ire .atMadAma! AJBNR.HN 
QBX'RI i\ ' ^ ..-rr tK- une ru'o summaries, Appelant submits Must dta\ an. j:e:1ua. hm plants oat 
ma' tkv. evenaka ^ m.sVd a^ own -a'-antem, -.mce QBNRilX QBXRHX" ■, anno* b< both 
'Yorab a.'.bihiy iosmetior^ ' as usod in claim A and the aac 'uk summaiK - a-. ;he examine; e-vd 
in claim I . 

» st v ih„ \ 'it it i uii Pu ^iishi' j. (. if iKt' tp t of published akliae fares and 
s kUUu. position Uk < v UkJ v F^o a< 1 » x v. < xppellaiit's specification; page 

j'v i ik mtMics vlt i s< th t Msi.. Jts » V JBNRHX QBNRHX." 
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I }k o aj n.i has no; ->k " Kkd w n bass- uoou *\ u J VV nes.^e - 1 e<s ' a hf s 
u - ! a.e ] r alt ! so \ >c hint md usUJ tU OM'j>iitc« o s A , >^ t k reel- ^<u^ 

v > v.<Ji .CCK ' , HO\ <1\U X*. V 5 U sai It, f Kiu\U\ \LiIk,aid ' Of Jl, t k't < <> U\. ,\ !<. 

s.anth d * \m s u^iijn ion evas iM ^a^u or Vmm cans s sp.eJ\ ai i <.,o^ 

o nJ^so ^h.^v.'su c^iLks ^ >c ikd ^ 'happ Kw, - knic.s ^ \\b It i ,i tv n. k' ra> 1 . 
Js < i teis I j. 's. <_\io^> 'a, t- s i it >ist 'ire it a <v aits K \ i ic* . « 5 1 i ro 

- 1 11 ! H M vl c> ws t Jv. !s?< _ J t s i rv iru'J-> 'N sMi t eiu" 

i t i f i i . oi t < K ox. n la i * .imp. i\ > - n' .o„ W 1 iVs^v. .% 1 : . » ^ U 
^a-n rus v o^ ! a. 1 1 1 k - >s^ ,iho^i> die I'hiHj nipl a iV^ ol ux-iiv n 
Vv ues. e f i i (> ho 1 1 ^ \ 11 v it. i 1 aigt) !K t ii .ceauh Uj 1 ^ o't<i * Q >\i\li\ u<i-> <j 
"a s r° Mo; wO ^hJ, w jtos.jvu . est * f \R! )! X ,K 1 o-uMii>'n< < u via «j o 
QB\j<if\ v v.t v La >v as tLvnlKi f> iUc ^anj'K . \htL \ irx.'ari Jut- m >t so K t o\ i 
CPNKUV as s ^ v x( j ; j 5 ci uot .u T 1 uol the c n r i n. t or o L x-t < t>, of 1. 1 .o' in s 
u iwn \ oil, 1'biu^ tsfit'oo.' 'tidtot osci t QRARifX «s i aiOwVir i.HliK 
.M.K ,1 . ,.I!0'K>1) v ^ 'h. .kMH^d \»c UHNR^X ^ . J- 1 >v , ,! I' mpi 

15, < f > !!0 ^ I i f UHVI A 1,1 t vit T ijhtJ t lHiiJt\ fs ^fAllOJ <• s f <! s,"> ( i ( , <■ A 00lUi v< 

by claim 4. 

Claims 5 and 32 



CUuir: 5 hnut-«. claim 1, and requires that the fare evaluation result uihle has the tare rules 
organized iuK> enlegoiies of fare rules, and cells of the fare evaluation result tabic contain a 
status sSkh would corresfKjnd to pass, fail, or defer for the Fares. The examiner argues that "AvP 
(availability, a button (circle .with a dot in it}} of Tanner is equivalent to a status of "pass" and 
that an Avl (availability) of "n/a" is equivalent, a "fail." 

Tanner does not disclose "n/u" in Tanner's specification as far as Appellant can see, and 
the "a button (circle with a dot in it))" is merely a depiction of a radio control button commonly 
employed on user interfaces. Tanner dues disclose that: 



•' Fares and their ;ssstx:itiied infos are published by airlines and le&diers, typically provided tl««ugh an intermediary 
such as The Ajfline- Tariff Publishing Company (ATPCO), (Appellant's specification page 1 s 
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IV. T!se available nel fares art.' displayed in a sorted order (based ispon loss est 

Kacb Sine ;>f Hie nel lares iisl has b«:«» evabiated for availability and i'or ;s 
jjottntialiy low irr published price. Available pubiL-bed fare Hildas are displayed < if 
di-sirt-d by thf eiietrtj, ami art: highlighted its the sorted order of the (jocue. If 
availability is tumid, a bwstoa at fh-..- end of a particular flight oplion is displayed 
sviskb, wbeitac.ti>af«rf, displays a screen o! (intboumS and reiun) night.* appropriate 
to ih<: nijiltt option. 

Therefore, one can reasonably conclude that "Avr is directed to wKfu. hi.'M . j m 
option is available, e.g., whether a seal can be sold on the flight, which has *u , »»« „e o «au 
rule. However, assuming arguendo that AvI has something u> do with a far., k \ ' % i I a .* 
not address the foarure of the fare rales organized imo categories of tare mk' at k o' L 
fare evaluation result table contain a status that would correspond to pass, fad or dele* *ot t it 
fares. The examiner's argument still does not address the claimed feature. 

QaiiM..I3 and 36 

Appellant contends that Claim I * d.-tngsnske- o\et I a* nu '<m the - i\vm.»:i> 
discussed in die Appeal Brief arai the exanniicr' 4 acumen* >eeai-l h$! r.iuues - \ H, s \ v. id V 
and Av) as equivalent to a statu* of "paW and *p a' a- oqanaiun a tad ate i<>:a'o * uncut 
merit for the reasons discussed above. 

u^ l o .vi d ^ / 

M P> ! * - - n,^ " s < sj etc* o uu Scad' e ot de r Jk k a he k t > u s,i na-> i*- 
< a < e'i. ikeP s sp cit. p.itM k i>rij>k{eo uu^mMriotti uk^ 

llvlv u, a. aij. < thai \\hav ii'ihl > a Ik u< n is uJs ^ m a jo -5 (awe- <s 

qp.dfitUMii^o stkon ,>1 , nj{}tr,y \sh<>v,!a>ki 4 v>nl j i* oqat .i eru <sk 
mcotnpicu;.- 

x p,>ei , nksvx L in amuij\n* is Hinoi iivi s.o<\r tkstt ii 'i-iiii' rad„ 
t> t. exar iu ^ a k , kk <■ I does xi ne< t k s. a n 1 1 una..' s rvs. 1 1 , a n ee ne-, 
h, - 1 k 1 sv\ t d- i\- nnei hu viknna ^ ^ sonipeu i^e.s >on ^1 e p r ,a) " ^orekt'e 
o v < { is, in, sa ( nai' is esj-sL i, u to'HUli n ' \o s. rip! 't. ■ n i\ er. t v.' i o > <'*ei s Mi, 
sdv^llvd \! l ullk a \ i 'U> ! v vHs.ie tt 1 j <l0H) .U s'' rtkOkV ; u 
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Cfaim§J7 an d 38 

The Examiner Is correct thai a typographical error exists m claim 17. This will he 
corrected by Appellant after appeal. However. Claim 38, which has an analogous Limitation as 
churn 17, does not have such error. Claim 38 requires: "represent the summary lit a table where 
rows of the table represent tares and columns of the tabic represent rules or categories " ; On that 
basis where rows of the table represent fares . Appellant contends thai claim 1 7 is distinguished 
over Tanner, since figures 3, 4A and 48 attached at line A neither disclose a fare smce 'Y$618r 
is a price and is neither a fare nor fare rule summaries, for the reasons discussed above 'Thus. 
Tanner neither describe noi suggest to: "represent the summary rn a table where rows ol the table 
represent fares and columns ui* the unie jen^ent ink s «m categories." 

\ppel , p < HMiHiii tha \imei du.s jot dj-v. ^-e claim 17 even with the 

, ot .'o, > x v > ul 22 i" t ic exaomia <-\i^s no an.-nvcr to any of Appeiiant's 
m . j e i - as, d I u a J. n s u he Appeal Bi ie« 

< a 5 " iu„ 3 . 

( la 1 hi kk' ' 'i v, in i»\ fc^irn? 'tcptesenting the summary in a table where 
xOU.no} , v tab lV <.p vsei, aies ai«. u>.jms oi uu ...t'le.vpA ..i* * dr- , *. . ,,o *es ..ad 
ipp wj , ^ el iiv <. ->! v tae v.oloi suher c s «n P \se sml the, \se . , i) 

t, iio^iKMfj.^ 1 J } lo, s, i'u. ' lheL>airi» 'i^ies u (anne, la^a t-uoalen, 
fme >>'k' \p t ei.i v uteeo* is mco"Cvt -hi ermines als.> is p es I rrv m d ei 

s v s ,v pe, I r4 bdoisjuUKui u t.u :i;' ucn ec ^,aphk i\ni irk oi\hm 

\}>\ 1 x < , s „ e IKpchiikN fi. n<\ <iisc>s v e m Untie e.mc U f \ t ,k\s ^ J 1 1 • <.,t * j< 
tne text. 

. 1 -,\.r* Cv t-vs Kiik a> ,1 >j\!5 i.aoi or < u ■> o t \ xt u p h io 5 1 \pe inn So 
i ,^ ! sl, J e ( vois l0 ji uct he u s e s Eieatj, 1 ;i \sow w k-,^ ^ . .imSv'P.o >\ 

'u vk » 0, N,u t<\ 1 pan a. jiso b u o 1 s*,iui, ,i - Mcteo^e* toe c\< n .n rus 
.! h hi, ^1 % , v , o ih ' , si ij, 1 <i e . \%o dd >i„e t bee. ru.o deo \> j\\ u ds, dots 
v ui » K v*. N> * k \pp<.o<r n . outej i. - are ia< to b iro> b\ .^nlx ro a v oi^' \seu ir 1 *^<s 
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